Publishing and Impact Criteria, and their Bearing on Translation

Studies. In Search of Comparability
This paper attempts to problematize the current concept of quality as used in research assessment exercises, with special reference to the link often established with impact and the way this impact is measured in the form of citation counting.
Taking Translation Studies as a case study, we will offer a two-level approach revealing both the existing macro-and micro-level biases in this regard. We will first review three key aspects related to the idea of the quality of publications, namely, peer review, journal indexing and journal impact factor. We will then pinpoint some of the main macro-level problems regarding current practices and criteria as applied to Translation Studies, such as WoK's journal coverage, citation patterns and publication format. Next we will provide a micro-textual and practical perspective, focusing on citation counts and suggesting a series of correction measures in order to increase comparability.
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Introduction: Quality as a problematic issue
Measuring quality in research, as in translation, is certainly a tricky business, a domain in which everybody seems to have a common opinion until you start to delve into it and crucial differences start to crop out. In order to overcome the relativity of the whole issue, the current trend for assessment in publishing and accreditation is to resort to two basic pillars -peer review and the ranking of research derived from some kind of citation counting. Peer review would guarantee the unbiased selection of studies to be published, whereas citation counting would enable us to objectively gauge the results of the process, clearly separating relevant from junk research. Unfortunately, things are rather more complicated and the basically quantitative and popularity-based approach modern academy is using now is not without its own serious drawbacks. We will try to present some of them, always with special reference to their implications in Translation Studies (TS). To do so, we will offer a two-level approach revealing both the existing macro-and micro-level biases in this regard. In the first three sections we will first review three key aspects related to the idea of the quality of publications, namely, peer review, journal indexing and journal impact factor. Next we will pinpoint some of the main macro-level problems regarding current practices and criteria as applied to Translation Studies, such as WoK's journal coverage, citation patterns and publication format. The macro-level analysis will then be complemented with a micro-textual and practical perspective, focusing on citation counts and suggesting a series of correction measures in order to increase comparability. Finally, we will wrap up this paper with some conclusions.
Peer review
Nowadays one of the sacred pillars of scientific activity is undoubtedly peer review.
Peer review is a ubiquitous system of academic assessment based on the principle that (normally) all experts in a given field share the same idea of quality and are always guided by objective criteria, especially when this kind of assessment is anonymous.
However, as we shall see, members within the same discipline actually define quality and innovation in various ways and, by confidentially and critically assessing colleagues' work, reviewers act as gatekeepers and hold power over them. Although peer-review does not seem to be at stake, we think it necessary to put it to the test by summarising its main weaknesses and disadvantages.
In the first place, peer review is a controversial system within the scientific community, i.e. not everyone agrees it is the best way to guarantee quality, especially blind peer-review. According to Chubin & Hackett (1990, p. 192) , only 8% of surveyed members of the Scientific Research Society agreed that "peer review works well as it is". Likewise, Drummond Rennie, deputy editor of the Journal of the American Medical Association, has declared: "we have no convincing evidence of its benefits but a lot of evidence of its flaws" (cited by Smith, 2010, p. 1), while Horrobin (2001) has concluded that peer review "is a non-validated charade whose processes generate results little better than does chance". In the same vein, Smith (2006, p. 116) has also asserted that "[s]tudies so far have shown that it is slow, expensive, ineffective, something of a lottery, prone to bias and abuse, and hopeless at spotting errors and fraud". In sum, many voices claim peer judgment is not reliable, peers do not agree with each other and do not remain consistent over time.
In the second place, as far as power relations are concerned, several authors agree that contributions to certain high-impact journals need to follow certain ideological strands and fit the scope of certain editorial leadership (Van Teijlingen & Hundley, 2002; Macdonald & Kam, 2007a , 2007b Rovira-Esteva & Orero, 2011, p. 246 ). This may imply "…the rejection of novel research, research which challenges mainstream theories, interdisciplinary research, multidisciplinary research or certain language pairs". Horrobin (2001) goes further by saying that: "[f]ar from filtering out junk science, peer review may be blocking the flow of innovation and corrupting public support of science". Therefore, the problem is that judgment of peers and the criteria they apply when reviewing papers or research outputs are not transparent enough and do not seem to be consistent or objective.
Last but not least, in the rather small, but highly diversified TS community, there is a patent quantitative lack of suitable reviewers. Since in some sub-areas of the discipline there may simply not be more than a handful of scholars competent enough for refereeing purposes (Gile & Hansen, 2004, p. 2) , enlisting reviewers to assess the quality of a series of manuscripts sent as a consequence of a call for papers can become a huge problem and there may be biases due to limitations of personal knowledge of peers or to their majority belonging to a certain school of thought.
Journal indexing
When submitting research outputs for assessment we know that value is placed basically on publications in indexed journals, that is to say, publications that appear in the ISI databanks (now Thomson Reuters' Web of Knowledge) or similar databases. In order to specify the effective repercussion of someone's research, consideration is given whenever possible to the impact ratio of the publications and the number of citations received for each article. These criteria pose several problems to quality assessment in the Humanities in general, and in TS in particular, namely: a) the concept similar databases; b) the way the impact factor is measured; and c) the way citations are selected and collected. Now we are going to discuss these three tricky aspects in detail.
When scholars are told they should publish in journals included in ISI databanks or similar, some feel to be at a loss. TS-oriented ISI journals are really scarce, and "similar" is too ambiguous a word to use in this context. It seems impossible to know whether it refers to the fact that these alternative databanks should be highly selective with the journals they index or rather that they have to provide a ranking of the journals selected according to given quality criteria. Amongst the international indexes usually taken as alternative options to the Web of Knowledge (WoK), we find Bibliographie Linguistique (BL), Francis, Historical Abstracts (HA), International Bibliography of Periodical Literature (IBZ) and Scopus, amongst others. However, except Scopus with its Scimago Journal and Country Rank (SJR), none of them offers a ranking of journals.
Consequently, it seems that the mere inclusion of a journal in one of these indexes should be considered as evidence of its scientific quality and popularity amongst researchers and bestow such a journal the category of "indexed journal", i.e. enough to achieve a positive assessment. Unfortunately, "indexed journal" is usually understood There are other international indexes that cover many more TS journals than ISI, such as Scopus (19%), Linguistics and Language Behavior Abstracts (25%), ERIH (28%) and Google Scholar's h-index (37%).
Journal Impact Factor
Journal Impact Factor (JIF) is a product of Journal Citation Reports (JCR), part of (Testa, 2012) . The rationale for being selective is twofold: economy and pragmatism. Since according to Bradford's Law a relatively small number of journals publish the majority of "significant" scholarly results, there is no need to index them all (Garfield, 1979 , cited in Testa, 2012 .
Many factors are taken into account when evaluating journals for coverage in WoK, ranging from the qualitative to the quantitative. Amongst the factors issues considered we find the journal's basic publishing standards, including timeliness, its editorial content, the international diversity of its authorship, and the citation data associated with it. No one factor is considered in isolation, but by combination and interrelation of data. According to Testa (2012) , the following two specificities are taken into account as far as the Arts & Humanities are concerned: i) citation patterns do not necessarily follow the same predictable pattern as citations to Social Sciences and Natural Sciences articles, and ii) journal articles frequently reference non-journal sources. It must be noted that Testa (2012) also recognizes that: "English-language text is not a requirement in some areas of Arts & Humanities scholarship where the national focus of the study precludes the need for it". Indeed, out of the 58,000+ entries included in BITRA as of February 2014, English-language texts amounted to 29,084 (50%). This means that English is obviously the most used language in TS, but that it amounts only to about half of everything that is published, probably less so, since it is also logical to suppose that, generally speaking, non-English texts will find it more difficult to come into this database's radar. Thus, focusing "on journals that publish full text in English" (Testa, 2012) involves ignoring more than half of the actual research production without even taking the trouble of justifying these exclusions in terms of quality.
If we abandon journal level to move down to article level, the need for available and usable bibliometric tools adapted to TS research culture turns to be even more urgent in a bibliometric world apparently very dependent on the evaluator's criteria. Language and Linguistics are the nearest subject categories we can find to TS both in the AHCI and SCCI, but these two indexes only cover 16 (14%) and 11 (9.5%) journals, respectively, of a total of 112 TS scholarly live titles we have listed to carry out this piece of research (see appendix). Even after applying these very restrictive filters to TS journals, none of the few TS titles included in the Social Science Edition of the JCR can be considered high-impact journals within this framework, since they are mostly in the third and fourth quadrants. Paradoxically, within the TS community, these are the "most wanted" journals, since they are "indexed", they are generally considered the most prestigious, and publishing in them may give scholars the key to a successful assessment as long as assessment is carried out by experts from our field. WoK, but also because we know by experience and sheer logic that many of these journals are fulfilling the need for dissemination of quality research results within the TS community and their wholesale disappearance would involve the end of TS as an autonomous discipline. All in all, it seems obvious that the Humanities in general and TS in particular needs its own journal ranking systems if they are to be significant at all.
Citation patterns: a question of quantity and quality
There are many factors affecting both the quantity and the type of citations developed in a research field. In this section, we will review those aspects that leave TS in a position of disadvantage with respect to other fields, even within the Humanities.
The number of specialists in a particular research field and, consequently, the volume of publications within the field (Guerrero, 2001, p. 59) are key factors to be taken into account when assessing impact through citations. According to Garfield (2007, p. 67) , the size of the field generally increases the number of "super-cited" papers, and it is obvious that TS encompasses a relatively small community compared to Linguistics or Literature, the fields in which our interdiscipline is usually subsumed in existing rankings. The rate at which research on a given topic progresses can also It seems reasonable to conclude that in TS, works take their time to reap impact, apparently much longer than in the hard sciences. Applying to TS the 2-year impact window accepted by so many academic authorities means discarding the real impact, which tends to start to appear about 5 years after publication.
If we take BITRA as a corpus of study, the 50 most cited publications and any publication with 10 or more citations starts seriously accruing them 5-10 years after had at least one citation, whereas only 33% of the journal articles and 31% of the book chapters had received any citation as recorded by BITRA. As we increase the threshold of minimum citations, the (dis)proportion between books and journal articles grows accordingly. Thus, 52% of the publications with at least 10 citations recorded in BITRA are books, whereas 22% are journal articles and the same percentage (22%) are book chapters. With 50 recorded citations as the minimum threshold, 85% were books, 10%
were book chapters, and 3% were journal articles. Therefore, it seems there is strong evidence that in TS, books are read much more and cited more often than other publication types. All these figures illustrate how necessary it is for TS to have its own bibliometric tools to assess the impact of books and book chapters, which is much greater than the one accrued by journal articles, in a reliable and meaningful way. book series, and 26,000 individual book series volumes, accounting for only 1% of entries (Elsevier, 2014) . However, we have not found a single volume devoted to TS.
If we consider that out of over 58,000 TS-oriented entries included in BITRA as of February 2014, journal articles accounted for some 25,000 (43%), it seems obvious that traditional impact-measuring systems are basically marginalizing more than half of the academic production in our area.
The fact that no comprehensive bibliometric indexes have been developed for books and that, in spite of attracting many more citations, books are nowadays rated lower than articles in most cases may probably explain why journals, especially those listed in Thomson Reuters, are experiencing an increase in submissions, which has resulted in longer lag times between acceptance and final publication of a manuscript, thus making it even more difficult to accrue citations within a two-year period.
In sum, from a macro-textual perspective the possibilities of accruing (recognized) citations depend on a number of factors, such as kind of publication, language of publication, accessibility to documents, place of publication and type of publisher, all of them quite alien to the intrinsic quality of the work itself.
A micro-textual perspective
In this section we will perform a practical analysis to illustrate the citing odds each publication has from a more individual or micro-textual perspective. Our focus will be on confirming whether the number of citations received is a reliable index of quality or, if this is not so, what kind of correction measures could be applied in order to obtain more balanced and representative bibliometric patterns than the ones we have been commenting above.
To this aim, we will use data obtained from BITRA ( There is no room here to describe in detail this open-access database (for further information, cf. BITRA's website). For our present needs, suffice it to say that as of December 2013, BITRA comprised 58,000 entries with information about as many TSoriented publications, and that by this same date we had already mined the citations included in 5,011 academic TS publications, resulting in 68,174 citations assigned to the corresponding cited publications.
Above, we have seen some of the main issues that explain why the rankings usually applied in the measurement of the impact of a given academic publication are especially inadequate in Humanities in general and in TS in particular. We would now like to exemplify these distortions, considering the above-mentioned issues, and adding to them some micro-textual issues factors that result in different chances of being cited within the discipline. Thus, to the already mentioned factors of the popularity of the discipline in comparison with others such as Linguistics and of the format (book, journal, etc.) we will add the following variables, and then check if they are really influential regarding the number of citations obtained and, thus, whether they cause a distortion that forbids equating impact with quality, at least in the way impact is currently measured:
(1) The popularity of the object of study: within the same discipline, in parallel with the already mentioned above popularity of a given discipline, there are always subject matters that attract more researchers than others. Logically, the more researchers paying attention to a given issue, the greater the chances for a publication to be cited -and vice versa. Let us just think of the potential citations of two studies with the same quality, one about the translation of Shakespeare and the other about the translation of a local internationally-unknown author.
(2) The sub-genre: In the same vein, the number of potential readers (and citers) of a case study will be smaller than those interested in a general overview, such as the one provided by a handbook or by a state of the art. The same author has an article entitled "Corpus-based Studies within the Larger Context of Translation Studies" (Baker, 2002) . This text is clearly generalist and it is in English, but it was published in the journal Génesis, fostered by the ISAI (Instituto Superior de Assistentes e Intérpretes, located in Oporto). This article had no citations collected in BITRA. If we take into account that it was written by the same author, with the same subject matter and approach as Baker (1995) , it is logical to suppose that both will bear at least a similar interest, but after more than 10 years since its publication we had not found even one citation to it. This seems to clearly back up our hypothesis -that the amount of citations can be considered meaningful only if the comparison is made between publications with similar chances to be cited, but that the lack of them can very likely mean nothing as regards quality.
Here is another example, now combining language and object of study. Theo
Hermans is a prestigious scholar who regularly writes in English and in Dutch, and addresses both general topics and case studies. For instance, Hermans (1999) has a book in which he explains polysystems and descriptivism with 124 citations detected in BITRA as of December 2013. Nevertheless, when we look for the studies of this same author featuring "Netherlands" as a subject matter we find 19 publications, two thirds of which (12) had no citations yet in BITRA. The data show that, in terms of impact, it is much more profitable to address universal or general topics, that focusing on a local subject means paying a penalty for the researcher in terms of impact, and that quality has nothing to do with this. If we dig a bit deeper we can shed even more light. Out of the 19 essays by Theo Hermans with "Netherlands" as a subject matter only 7 had been cited so far according to records in BITRA for December 2013, and only 2 of these had more than one citation as yet. What is the difference between these 2 and the other 17 with 1 or no quotations? As is only to be expected, these two are the only ones which are not real case studies, although something related with the Netherlands is part of them. The first one (Hermans, 1996) These two examples should be enough to prove that impact and quality belong to different dimensions and that it is reasonable to suppose that the chances of being cited partly depend on quality but that they also depend -and to a greater extent-on the circumstances in which they have been published. In other words, it does makes sense to admit that the most cited publications will very likely be especially interesting for researchers, but it is deeply mistaken to suppose the opposite, i.e. that the lack of citations is a sign of the absence of interest. Factors such as the absence of a numerous pool of readers with an interest in a given subject matter, lack of accessibility for language or dissemination reasons, or lack of mining systems able to collect the less visible quotations, perfectly explain away the lack of citations in numerous instances.
To act as if all publications were launched with the same chances of being cited and that only quality marks the difference is an important bibliometric confounder. Moreover, it is not only very unfair to use this criterion to assess academic careers, but it is also a dangerous practice for science in general and the Humanities in particular, since it involves the indirect promotion of mainstream subjects to the detriment of local, minority or innovative subjects.
According to the generally widespread vision of impact, the disseminating book on descriptivism written by Hermans (1999, with 124 citations collected in BITRA)
would be an example of excellent research, whereas all his research production in Dutch (13 publications, with a total of 5 citations jointly mined for all of them) would bear no academic interest at all. Given this scene, if we wish citation-based bibliometry to be really indicative of the interest of a given publication, we need to introduce correction factors into the equation, factors allowing us to compare really comparable publications as regards impact. We will now put forward some examples of this kind of corrections, for whose implementation we need to have specialized databases making really visible most of the research production in a given discipline and enabling us to classify them into homogeneous -i.e. really comparable in citation terms-groups of publications.
An illustration of a different way to analyse impact
Our intention here is to illustrate the application of some of the abovementioned factors when grouping publications to increase their comparability. Our aim is to ensure that their impact in terms of citations received in a given period is really significant. Once again, we will use BITRA as our source of data, thus discarding two important confounders from the start: the popularity of the discipline (BITRA only collects studies in TS) and authors' self-citations (BITRA does not mine them). Further information can be obtained in Franco Aixelá (2013) or in the database itself.
We will then put forward an example of a bibliometrically homogeneous group in which the number of citations can really be considered to be indicative of quality or, at the very least, of a high degree of potential interest within similar citability conditions. In line with the journal-oriented contents of this article, we have chosen for this analysis to do a comparative study of the academic popularity of all journal articles dealing with the teaching of translation, written in English and published in the 5 most cited TS journals according to Table 1. INSERT we obtain a total of 1,608 items, 208 of which deal with didactics and 147 of which also meet the language condition, i.e. being written in English.
Almost all the other articles in this group are written in French, due to the inclusion in this analysis of Meta, the only one of the 5 most cited TS journals frequently featuring articles in any language other than English. Another evidence of our theses is that 14 articles out of 147 written in English (9.5%) have more than 10 citations, whereas only one (out of 61 written in French, i.e. 1.5%) has more than these same 10 citations. To round up this comparison, it is also important to note that there are 7 articles in Meta on TS didactics and written in English for which we have detected 10 or more citations. Either studies written in French are systematically worse than those written in English or it becomes necessary to accept that, in comparable conditions, language is a factor that promotes or discourages citations with nothing to do with quality.
In order to make the group completely comparable according to the criteria we have presented above, we only need to separate case studies or studies addressed to particular TS fields from general-interest essays. To begin with, it seems a good idea to draw a great dividing line between those dealing with written translation and those dealing with interpreting, since in principle they cover different fields and, thus, appeal to different (and differently sized) groups of scholars. If convenient for research, we could also make subgroups within both fields in order to discover which sub-areas are more popular within TS. As can be seen, the avenues of bibliometric research opened by this approach are very broad.
Out of the 147 English items on the didactics of TS, there are 42 (28%) addressing the teaching of interpreting, a figure which is quite close to the global percentage (22%) of interpreting didactics in TS teaching in general as reflected in BITRA. Incidentally, BITRA also shows that out of the 52,400 entries not dealing with interpreting, 5,717 deal with didactics. This means that 11% of the publications on written translation deal with didactics, whereas the figure rises to 22% for interpreting.
This seems to indicate that the interest shown by interpreting scholars in didactics doubles the one shown towards didactics teaching matters in written translation in general, enabling us to put forward the hypothesis that interpreting it is a more practically-oriented field of research.
Out of the 42 English-language articles on the teaching of interpreting, 10 deal with experiences in particular countries or language combinations, amounting to what we have termed case studies. These 10 articles feature a total of 7 citations (0.7 citations per article). The other 32 articles have 156 citations (4.9 citations per article). The difference is clear and needs no further comments, except perhaps to insist that in this stage of citation mining by BITRA, being a case study and having very few or even no citations is no evidence of lack of quality but a normal consequence of a local or specific approach. Furthermore, it is very likely that the 6 articles in this sub-group addressing the teaching of interpreting in China or Korea have received many citations which are currently invisible to BITRA (and to the other current indexes) given our difficulty to process academic publications in non-Latin writing systems.
If we limit ourselves to the English-language general-interest articles on the teaching of interpreting included in these 5 journals, we discover that two of them (Ericsson, 2000 and Pöchhacker, 2001 ) have 14 and 18 citations (1.1 and 1.5 citations/year), respectively, whereas none of the others reaches 10 citations and, as a group, have an average of 4.9 citations per article. Thus in conditions of real comparability, Ericsson (2000) and Pöchhacker (2001) are really outstanding and it is reasonable to state that they will most likely be very interesting, if not outright pieces of high-quality research. Similarly, it would be reasonable to suppose that the 5 articles in this group with 0-1 quotations are probably less interesting than their more cited counterparts, something which would not be possible to state regarding the case studies.
If we had more room in this article and wanted to compare these articles with their counterparts from lesser cited journals, we would need to establish a new average of citations for a new homogeneous group, classify the articles between those with a general approach and case studies, and establish a new citation average for both groups of articles in order to estimate the new meaningful citation pattern, which would no doubt be lower than the one we have seen for the group of most cited journals.
We could also advance in our analysis with a parallel study of the didactics of written translation but the example we have developed in some detail should be illustrative of what we mean when we speak about the need to establish meaningful comparisons instead of acting as if all publications had basically the same citing odds, and quality was the only factor needed to explain why some have more citations than others.
Conclusions
In this article we have shown that quality in research is not guaranteed by peer review, that journal indexing is not a good way to sift out quality journals from the rest -at least not in a relatively small humanistic discipline such as Translation Studies-, and that impact in the form of citations is not directly related to the intrinsic quality of the contribution when ad hoc comparable groups are not used. The concept of impact as currently applied in assessment exercises is a very narrow one and has many flaws.
Nevertheless, nowadays there exist other bibliometric tools that are not only access free, but which also can provide a more accurate picture of the real impact of a research document.
Additionally, there are many things we can do to increase the impact of our research outputs at different stages of the process. At the very beginning, when selecting the subject and language of the paper, opting for the type of document where we are going to disseminate the results, etc. When time arrives to undergo a research assessment, we can also help the assessors' task by providing them with a wealth of informed data about the relative quality of the journals (or books) where our text has been published, as well as the impact of our publications.
We hope that the bibliometric virtues of searching for real comparability are clear by now. It is also necessary to acknowledge that, from a logistic point of view, our approach is much more complex than the mere decontextualized rankings we have the academia is using now. This is so because our bibliometric system demands introducing qualitative considerations into the equation and refining the taxonomy of academic publications in order to establish really homogeneous groups which pay the necessary attention to very influential variables such as the degree of specificity of the object of study or the dissemination potential of the container, all of which involves a laborious individual classification of the publications to be analysed. Likewise, it would be necessary to enroll experts in bibliometric analysis to determine the significant means in each case, something we would like to address in the future. Quaderns (1998) 0.6 --0.101(Q3) 5(Q2) 7
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